REMARKS 

A „„ f , h ec 1 ain K i„«H S applica t io„have b ee„ rcj eo te du, 1 d«35U.Sr. 1 02 ( b)asa„« C ipa,e d 
by Astr 6 m patent 5,752,188. Except for a paragraph entitled "Response to Arguments" the 

Terence ,„ prior art (Elliot,) no, applied or discussed in this or in the previous Action. 

Appiicants respectfully traverse the rejection of claims !-3. for the reasons set o»tbeio W . 

ln the firs, place, Astrom does not meet the language of data 1. This claim states fta, 

dedicated network .n Astrem, an exchange of information ta.es place between the information 
flows *e GSM mobile communications network and a dedicated network. Further, 

App.ican.s- claim 1 states that "information dements are not relayed transparently at suitab,e 
in ,erfaces in the mobile communication network, Astram, on the other hand, rCa.es only to a 

.ransparen, transfer is so cen«ra> to As«om that those words appear in all 32 claims. 

Other than siting ft- Astr 6 m discloses evening in claims . and 30, .he Examiner has 

As«mThes,a,edpassageof m cci.edpa tt nt,co,umn6,linesl0-56,fai,stoprovidesuchsuppor,. 

^^infto-^^^^-^^-*^^" 

out information elements from the signaling. Without any support or reasoning whatever, the 
Examiner eouates "analyze" to "filter." That is logic* and technically improper and unsound. 
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As stated by Astrom, "the USSD of handler 122 of the HLR 120 analyzes the USSD to 
determine whether a corresponding application is defined within the HLR 120." Thus, the Astrom 
system analyzes the USSD for specific information. The USSD remains in the current network and 
is then transferred transparently to external nodes. By contrast, claim 1 states that "information 
elements ... are filtered out of the signaling by a filter method and are transferred to the dedicated 
network" (this is a different dedicated network, as is clear from Applicant's application). Analyzing 
the USSD (Astrom) and filtering out information elements from a USSD are technically different 
and indicate a clear line of demarcation between Astrom and the present invention as claimed. 



CONCLUSION 

The above arguments show that the Examiner has not made out a prima face case of 
anticipation and that the rejection of claims 1-31 cannot be sustained. Reconsideration and early 
passage to issue are requested. Should any issues remain unresolved, Ms. Contee is invited to 
telephone the undersigned attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 
PETER BRUNE et al. 




a^rence A. Maxham 
orney for Applicant 
Registration No. 24,483 



THE MAXHAM FIRM 

Attorneys at law 
9330 Scranton Road, Suite 350 
San Diego, California 921 21 
Telephone: (858) 587-7659 
Facsimile: (858) 587-7658 
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